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The T ain objective of the CORRELATES OED
EFFECTIVE TEACHING PROJECT is to expand
the number of teaching printipFes based

on documented findings from syg'tematic
classroom research, The problems and
orocesse /'studied have been selected on
the bas -cf observation'and consultatio
with teeches,and school personnej. Em-

-enarTi=s---i-e--en.-*h_e_tudy of the classroom

t.oMis'cover ho. w tfl.e'se prodesses can be
co/nducted to the greatest advantage of
eachers and individual students.

One of the project's major efforts was a

'two-year study of-teaching effectiveness
involving the examination of the class-
room behavior of teachers consistent in
producing student learning gains.

n

-.Since 1974 three other major data collec-
tion efforts were initiated and completed.,

(I) STUDENT .ATTRIBUTE STUDY whiCh looked
at student charactepWics and behaviors
and their efiects on teachers.

,

(2) FIRSTGRADE REAbING GROUP STUDY, an
experimental study designed to test the
effectiveness of selected group management
techniques in teaching reading.

(3) JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDY; afollow up
on earlier work from the second and third
grades of, the influence of teacher charac-
teristics and behavior on "students' cognjtive
and affective gains.
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Causal Inferences

Causal Inferences of First Grade Teachers

2

Heider (1953) has developed what he refers to as naive or common sense

psychology to explain the process an individual follows to attribute causality`.

Attribution of causality manifests itself in causal inferences. Causal

inferences are made to explain events, attributing causality to sources per-
.

ceived to be responsible for a given outcome. Jhese sources may be found

ir% personal forces, environmental forces or both. Personal forces are made

up of qualities-associated with the individual. Environmental forces are

comprised of stimuli in the environment which influence perception of an

event.

Perception

In order to ascribe causality, the person must be able to perceive the

event. Dispositional qualitieS in the environment which affeCt perception,

that is, those qualities which show rrlative invariance include factors such
I

as shape, color, and size of the percived object. Psychological dispositional

properties involved in perception inc

tives, sentiments, and wishes.

ude characteristics such as traits, mo-

'Heider (1958) accounts for indiv dual differences in perception through

differences in perceptual styles. Di ferences in perceptual styles are a

result of idiosyncratiC approaches' to the world. Chowdry and Newcomb (1952)

demonstrated how differences in perceptual styles differentiate leaders and

non-leaders in a group. Members of'various-groups were asked to evaluate the

groups' attitudes on a number of issues which ranged from high to low rele-
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vance to the group. Those members judged o be leaders of the groups were

superior to non-leaders in evaluating roups' opinions on issues which

were familiar and relevant to the group. Th re were no differences between

leaders and non-leaders on i55406 which were relatively unfamiliar or non-

relevant to the group. Chowdry and Newcomb (1952) conclude that leaders

possess a superior ability to evaluate group opinion and attitudes and per-

sonality characteristics which enable 417m to more fully communicate wits

group members.

Taglurl (1969) describes the process of perception between the observer

and the other person as one of dyadiC interplay between the two parties.. The

observer and the observed are simultaneously observed and observer. Percep-

tions are formed by both parties. Their reciprocal feedbdtk modifies the

manner in which they present themselves in a continuing recycling process.

Duping this process, each perso riations of himself as a means of

validating his hypotheses about the other.

Analysis of action

Ahalysis of action in naive psychology also takes into account personal

and environmental forces. However, personal apd environmental forces do not

possess the same status. Effective personal forces show traits of personal

causality, and the environmental forces lack thk quality.

The'8ttribution of causality jn.--fhe personal forces is made up of power

and motivational factOrs. r, which also includes ability, in combination

with difficulty exert by the environment is referred to by Heider (1958)

as can. Motiv Tonal factors are referred to 85 trying. Ability, a main
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power factor, is a dispositiomel concept. While relatively enduring, there

are facets of ability which are less permanently a part of the person, such

as knowledge.

Heider -(1958) distinguishes two types of causality in events. These are

personal anti impersonal causality. Referring to the dichotomy between personal

and environmental forces, personal causality would be attributed to personal

forces such as power and motivation. Impersonal causalityausality would be attribu-

ted to environmental forces such as shape and color.

A further distinction between personal and impersonal causality can be

found in the initial focus of perception. The initial focus in impersonal

causality is in the envirtanment. The environment controls nothing although

the divergent part'of the process, multifinality, is connected to it. The

initial focus in personal, causality is the intention. Intention controls

everything in the action. sequence.

A final distinction between personals and impersonal causality

presence, in Orson, causality, of cognitive characteristics orattribution-:

within the o
A

erver. :As Tagiuri (1969) has pointed out, some of these charac-

teristics manifest themselves as properties of an implicit personality theory.

The first of these properties is a tendency to maximize balance and avoid
ja

dissonanCe of elements. Second is an inclination, under certain circumstances
r

to ass* similarity with the other person. Third is a tendency to form

stereotypes and fourth is the tendency to judge the other person in terms of

a base -line for that person.

A Inge factor in the tendency to maximize balance and minimize dissonance

is'the perception of some traits as more central than others. Asch (1946)
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ces

ti

demonstrated the perception of central traits in a series of experiments in

which lists of characteristics varying in the number of similar traits were'

read to groups of subjects. When traits judged to be central were
%

anged in

the jiq, the impressions formed by the subjects changed accordingly. Central

traits were found to determine the content and function of other traits.

Crandall (1970) investigated the ,centrality of certain traits and their

utility to infer peripheral traits. In the first of two experiments, he

had subjects rank eight traits along three variables: impot ,ctuLe and predic-

tive value, and confirmability of the trait. He found the importance and pre-

dictiv'e value of a trait very strongly related. There was a high correlation

(L= .64)- between traits rated important and high in predictive value. Inithe

second experiment, he had subjects rate the number of times a series of traits

Were found useful to ,infer other traits. His results indicate that traits
0

judged to be most important to have the highest number of predictions.

In an effort to determine a general global trait-of-perceiving others,

Cline and Rithards (1960) discovered two components in the geheral ability,

to perceive others accurately. ,Subjects were instructed to view 'filmsof

interviews of people and complete rating formL They found two components

involved in perceiving others accurately; stereotype accuracy and differen-

tial accuracy. Stereotype accuracy was defined\as the ability to predict

deviation from the grand mean of thp-mean of individual traits. Differential

1.

accuracy was definbd.as the ability-to predict differences between judges on
o

each trait considered separately. According to Cline and Richards (1960)'

the two components are'relatively independent. A good judge may-be accurate

8
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'because he hat' an accurate stereotype,.or because he is able to predict

specific.differences between individuals, or both.

Two types''gf errors are possible in the tendency to maximise balance and

minimize dissonance. These are the halo phenomenon and logical error. The

halo phenomenon is produced by the spreading of the per2Ception of onetrait

over a number of other traits. Tagiuri (1969) describes a logical error as

an ertror based on an established conception ofwhat traits go with others.

Another cogrfitive characteristic of attribution is the primacy effect

of a trait. Tagiuri (1969) describei the primacy effect as the tendency of

data presented at the beginning to remain as a salient feature, unless strongly .

contradicted. Asch (j946) studi&J the primacy effect in an experiment in

which identical lists of characteristics were read to two groups of subjects,

varying only the, succession of characteristics. He found that the first terms

set up a direction which exerts an effect on later-items. TheI4Pit terms

create a broad impression and the latter items are related to this, impression.

The view acquires stability so that the latter terms are fitted in if they

are not highly contradicted.

Motivational factors have so far only been mentioned briefly in the dis-

cussion o-f the attribution of causality; however, they also play a large part

in this process. Heider (1958). refers to'motivational factors as trying.

The factors in trying are and exertion. Intentions describe what

the person.is trying to do. describes how hard he is trying.

Causality is not attributed totally to the person or to the environment.

Heider (1958) has descilbed a successive series Of stages in which attribution

I 9
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to the person decreases and attribution to the environment increases. The

person is herd'Mbst accountableat the global concept of responsibility.

This means he is responsitble for each effect and anything connected"with him.
A c

At the next level, anything caused by the person is ascribed to him. At the

third level, the person is only responsible for the aftereffects of his

actions. Next; the person is only fleid respOnsible-only Jor what he intFnded.

The person is held least responsible when his motives are not entirely as-

cribed to him. ThroughA these levels, the environment is increasingly

attributed more responsibility for the .event.

As Tagiuri\(1969) observes, when the person and the 4nvironmentlpe ken ,

separately, each source yields non-random but indeterminen j d Taken

together, they yield highly determinant judgments'. These judgment

consensual and functional.

Teacher expectations and causalLty

re highly,

Attribution of causality is a human and very mmon characteristic

Attribution of causality, or causal in'ferenc , provide a key step in the

formation of teacher expectations. The xistence and effects of teacher ex-

8
peetations have been discussed in depfh elsewhere (Finn, 1972; Brophy and Good,

1974). The present discussion will be limited to the role oaf causal inferences

in teacher expectat ns.

Brophy an ood (1974) have developed a model of teacher expectations

which-consi-61ts of five steps. The process begins at*.the beginning of the

school year when the teacher receives information about her students. This

information includes past perforMance, observations by former teachers, and

10
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the teacher's own impressions at the beginning of the year. Next, as a

result of expectations formed at the beginning of the year, the teacher will

treat different students differentially.

In the thifd step of the model, the students in the class treat the

teacher differentially. This is partly, a'rTsult of the student's personality

and partly a result Of the teacher's treatment of the student. The student's
C_

response to the teacher tends to be reciprocal. In the next step of the model,

the student responds to the teacher with behavior that complements and

*

rein-

loaes the teacher's expectations.

a
. Finally, the differential effect of the teacher's expectations on her

students will be manifested in terms of student performance in one of the fol-

lowing ways. 'In the'cap of those teachers whose expectations are appropriate

or inappropriate butoot rigid, student performance will be predictable on

the basis of past performance. In those cases where the teacher's expecta-

tions are inapprOpriate and rigid, it is highly probable there will tie one of

two outcomes. If the expectations are inappropriately high; depending on the

type and frequency of the interactions, the student may do better than ex-

pected but at emotional expense. If the expectations are inappropriately low,

with fewer interactions, more criticism, and less praise, the student' is like-

ly to show a drop in performance.

Causal inferences begin to be made with the input of information from

various sources. These inferences develop int'o expectations. As described

earlier, causal inferences tend to be formed on an intuitive basis using in-
t

formation gained from the environment and the observer's own characteristics.

Causal inferences tend to be simple and relati.vely uncomplicated. Jackson
a I
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- (1968) notes that there, ks a conceptual simplicity in the tea her's vie s

of the classroom. He interviewed teachers considered superior by supe visors

and administrators. Four aspects of the teacher's conceptual- simplicity

include:

I. An uncompricated,view of causality.

2. An intuitive rather than rational view of classroom interactions,

3. An opinionated rather than open minded view of alternative methods

to teaching.

4. Narrowness in workingi-definitions assigned toAstract terms.

According to Jackson '(1968), the focus of the teacher's concern is on the

concrete group of Students.

Studies of teacher's annoyances and preferences lend support to JacksoiA's

%
(1968) observations of conceptual simplicity and concrete orientation. When

asked to list annoyances and preferences, teachers tend to list concrete be-

haviors rather than abstract concepts.

Kaplan (1952) studied the annoyances of classroom teachers. Annoyances

listed by over two thirds of the teachers in the study included not completing

assignments; antisocial behaviors such as stealing, cheating, and lying; day-
o

dreaming and lack of attention; instances of aggressiveness; instances inVal-
-

-$

` ving destructiveness; and.non-conformity, Annqyances listed by one half of

21,
the teachers included sOlfishAess,.aCIs..of physical aggression, sullenness,

timidity, interruptions, and defiaile,or opposition to the teacher's authority.

Preferences in personality trait?i-nclude extroversion, sensing, thinking,

and judgment (Shain, 1973). In a study of factors affecting teachers' percep-
,
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tions of students, Glass (1967) found that teachers are primarily

concerned with behaviors that occur in school, especially disruptive beha-

vior. Teachers appear to be less concerned with behavior outside of the

school.

On the basis of causal inferences formed a beginning of sc4opl,

the teacher's expectations begin to develop, and differential treatment of

the students begins. As the students are treated differentially, their

responses tend to confirm the teacher's expectations and reinforce the

process used to make causal inferences. As the year-progresses, the teacher

continues to make causal inferences based on the information she has al-

ready accrued. If the teacher's perceptions of her students` bre accurate,

her inferences of causality will also be accurate, leading to realistic

expectations. If her perception of the classroom is inaccurate, her inr

ferences of causality will be inaccurate, leading to false or unrealistic

expectations regarding the performance of her students.

The present study seeks to determine the types of causal inferences

made by first grade teachers with respect to the student's perceived aca-

demic performance. Causal inferences made by the teachers were gathered

from interviews conducted at three periods during the school year. The

first period occurred during the first two weeks of school. The second
A

period occurred after the teachers had scored their students' Metropolitan

Readiness Tests, approximately one month to six weeks after school start-

ed. The third period occurred during the middle of the year. Inferences

gathered from the interviews were,satudied for differences between groups of

students varying in perceived lev617N of adlie/eMent.

13'



__Causal Inferences

Method
1,*

Data for the present study were obtained from an earlier study Of

teachers' expectations (Willis, 1972, Note J ). Willis investigated fac rs

which are related to the formation of first grade:teachers' expectations of

their students' academic performance. In her study, the subjects, were 74 fist

grade teachers in the Memphis Public School System and the Shelby County

School System. The teachers were divided into two groups: 46 teachers
6

, responded to questionnaires and the remaining 28 teachers were interviewed 'a

using a free response-foreat.. IntervieWs were conducted at three different

times during the school year. The first interview period occurred during

the first two weeks of school. The second interview took place one to two

weeks after the Metropolitan Readiness Tests had been scored by the teachers,

approximately one month after school started. The third interview was

conducted in the middle of the school year. Although 28' teachers were inter-

viewed in the original study, interviews of 27 teachers from the first period

and 26 from the second and third periods,were available for the present

study.

The free response interviews were coded for types orcausal inferences.

A causal inference is a Statement which reflects a cause and effect rela-

tionship to account for a student's behavior. A cause and effect relationship

can be stated as a prediction, an "if...then sta ement, or an explanatory

description of the student's performance. Each t e of inference includes

a description of the studAt's present or pre icted performance level and

a rationale for the performance. Exa'" -s of pre .cting causal inferences t

include:

1 4,
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"Her work is very neat, she will be a top student."

"He cant undertand simple directions, he'll have to repeat first grade."

Examples of "if...then" inferences include:

"Whe would settle down, then he would make an excellent student."

"If she does not make a greater effort, she will do poorly in school."

Examples of explanatory inferences include:

4,

"He is a top student, he knew how to read W e started school."

4 "She's an average student, very quiet and needs confidence."

Interviews were initially read to determine the types and frequencies

of individual inferences. AfTer the initial tally of inferences was Made,

the Teacher Inference Coding Instrument was developed to code the inferences

(see Appendix). The Teacher Inference Coding Instrument was used to code the

presence or absence of specific types Of inferences and the total number

of inferences in each division of the three categories. Inferences were

coded by the first author and a representative sample of,the interviews

were coded for inferences by a second coder to establish reliability.

Reliability was determined by.the number of agreements divided by the

number of agreements plus disagreements. Agreement on recognition of an

inference was quite high, approaching 100%. Intercoder reliability for

specific inferences was satisfactory -- 71%. Disagreements largely resul-

ted from more codes made by the first author rather.than contradictions in

coding.

The types of causal infer ces coded in the present study were divi-

ded to three categories: Well, AV'erage, and Poorly. Each of these cate-

Aories cribe the conclusions of the teachers' inferences in terms of

15
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perceived student performance. Inferences included in the Well category in-

- dicated superior performance in the quality_of the student's work or i top

position in relation to the rest of the class. Inferences in the Average

category indicated average performance in' the quality of the student's work

ora middle position in relation to the rest of the class. Inferences incW

ded in the'Poorly category indicated poor quality of work, loW position in

relation to thp rest of the class, or prediction of failure.

There were three divisions within each category. These were Home,

School, and Personality. Each of these divisions describes the source of

the inference. Inferences in the Home division are related to the stude0-!.s

home life. The School division included those inferences related to work

habits and school or classroomactivities. The inferences in the Personality

division describe the student's personality and social characteristics.

Statistical Analyses

Distribu't on statistics using the VSTAT computer program of DISTAT

(Veldman, 19 computed to determine the percentage of teachers who

used each specific inference and the total number of inferences made bY the

teachers in each division. The VSTAT computer program of CHICHI (Veldman,
6

1974) was used to compute chisquare analyses of the total, number of inferences

and the percentage of 'teachers king ode or more inferences. The total
:6

number of inferences were analyzed across categories, across interviews,

across categories within interviews, across interviews within categories,

and across sex within each division o'\ach interview. The percentage

of teachers making one or more inferences was compared to teachers who made

r

16
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no inferences within each division for, boys and girls considered together.

and separately. :

AP

Results

Total number of inferendes

3

'Cbj-square analysis of the total number Of inferences. across interviews

yielded significant results (p ,<.001) (see Table I). The number of inferences

increased as the yea progressed. The least number of inferences were made

in the first intervie eriod and the greatest number of infereoces occurred'.

in the third interview period.

The chi-square for the total number of inferences in each category also

was significant < .0011 (see Table I). The greatest sr-lumber of inferences

were made in the Well category, followed by the Average category. The least

number of inferences were made\.in the POorly category.

Chi-square analysis of the total number of inferences within interviews

and across categories yielded significant results (2. < .05) Only in the

second interview set (see Table 2). There were more inferences in the Home,4

School, and Personalitc, divisions of the Average.category than in the same

divisions in the Well and Poorly categories of the first interview. In the

-

first and third interviews, although not significant-, Jthere tended to be more

inferences in the Weil category.

Chi-square analysis of the categories across interviews did not yield

,significant result'S although the Well category had a probability value.of

.0516-(see Table 2). However, all three categories exhibited the same trend:

as the school year progressed, the number of inferences increased. Consistent

I:7
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increases in the number of inferences occurred in the School division of the

Well category and the School and Personality divisions of the Poorly, cate-

gory,where there is a definite upward trend in the number of inferences adross

all three ,interviews. The Home and Personality divisions of the Well category

showed large increases only from the second to third interviews. Increases

from the first to the second interview occurred in all three divisions of the

Average categoufldthe Home division of the Poorly category,follond by a

leveling or slight decrease in the third interview.

Sex Differences

/( The only significant difference between girls and boys,ip the Well cate-

gory was in the Personality division of the'second interview (IL( .05)'(see
----_,,

Table 3). Girls received significantly more inferences than boys in the

Personality division of the second interview. Although the other comparison's

in the Well category were not significant, girls received more inferences

than boys in nearly all the divisions in the three sets of intervies. The

onlydivLsigovns in which this was not tire case were the Horne and Personality

divisions in the first interview set, and in these cases the differences were

'negligible.

There were four divisions with significant differences between girls

and boys in the Average category. These divisions were the School and Per-

sonality divisions in the second interview (2, <,.01) and the School and

Personality divisions in the,tbird interview (p.< .05). In all four divi-

sions, boys received more infOpnces than the girls.4Unlike the Well cate-

gory, the trend did riot continue in the divisions where differences were not

significapt.

18
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There were three divisions with significant differences between girls

and boys in the Poorly category. These divisions were the School division

.05).in the second interview and the School division (p < .01) and

Personality divist61 (1).< .05) in ,the third interview. In all three divi-

sions boys received more inferences than girls. There were three other

divisions which, while not- significant, exhibited the same trend. These were

the School and Personality d visions in the fir*st interview and the Per-

sonality division in the s ond interview.

Percentage of teachers m kin inferences

The pattern of resu'Its fOr the percentage of teachers who made inferences

is fairly consistent in all three interviews (see Table 4). There tended to

be a greater percentage of teachers Who made no inferences in the Home divi-

sion and a greater percentage of teachers who made one or more inferences in

the School and Peronality divisions in all three categories. This pattern

became more evident as the school year progressed.

The results in the first interview followed a consistent Ottern; how-

ever there were exceptions. In the first interview, tpere was a significantly

greater percentage of teachers who failed to make inferences in the me

3

division of all three categories (2(.05 or less). /The only divisions in
.

which significantly greater percentage of teachers made one or more in-
.

ferences were the School and Personality divisions f the Well category

< .01, 2 < .001). The School and Personality divi ions of the Average

category corresponded to this pattern although the onl significant results

were in the School division, when boys were considered s parately. The only

division which followed this pattern in the Poorly category wad the School

division for boys an0 this difference wAs not significant.

19
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A

The pattern of results in the second intview was more consistent.

Similar to the first interview, there was a greater percentage of teachers

making no inferences in the Home division of all three categories. There

. was a significantly,greater number of teachers who made no inferences in

the Home division of the Well and Average category for boys and girls con-

sidered together and separately < .05 or less). The pattern was the same

in the Poorly category; however, only the results for boys considered separate-

ly were significant (114( .05). A greater percentage of teachers made one
V

or more inferences in the School and Personality divisions of all three

categories. This was true for boys and girls considered both together and

separately. The levels of significance were at the .05 level or less in all

the divisions except the School and Personality divisions of the Poorly

category. Here, the divisions whrch,did not reach significance were the

School division for girls considered separately and the Personality diVision

for boys and girls considered together. The only exception to the pattern

was in the Personality.diviiioh ofthe Poorly category for girls considered

separately where a greater number of teachers failed to make inferences.

The pattern of results discussed in the second interview did Obt change

-

ithe third interview. There was still a greater percentage of teachers

who made no inferences in the Home division in all three categories; however

the differences were significant only in the Average and Poorly categories

<.01). As in the second interview, there was a greater percentage of

Teachers who made one or more inferences In the Schobl and Personality divi-
NAL

sions In all three categOries for boys and girls considered together and

2 0
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separately. The differences were significant at the .05 level or less

in both divisions of all three categories except'for the Personality

division of the Poorly category when girls were considered separately.

Distribution of types of inferences

Although many of the inferences made by the teachers were uniqoill

to each category of students, a number of inferences appeared in all three

categories.,(see Table 4). The percentage of teacher's who made these n-

ferences in two or more categories will be presented by divisions.

In the Home division, inferehces citing parent involvement and a

-----
broken home (divorce or separation) were in all three categories. Parent

involvement was cited most frequently in the Average,tategory of the second'

interview. A broken home was cited most frequently in the Poorly category
4

in the second interview. inferences citing a lack of help at home, lack ---

of an adequate home background, and adoption of the Child were present in

both the Average and Poorly categories; however all three of these infer-

ences were cited infrequently (less than 10% of the teachers).

Motivation and improvement on the part of the student were the only

Inferences cited in all three categories of the School diviSion. Both

inferences were cited most frequently in the Average category of the third

interview. There were five types of inferences which were in the Well

and Average, categories. These were kindergarten attendance, high degree

of activity, quality of Work, interest in school activities, and liking

school. Of these five, quality of work was cited most frequently in the

second and third interviews of the Weil category. Liking school was cited
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most frequently in the Average category of the second interview. The

others were cited infrequently. The types of inferences found in the

Average and Poorly categories included: inattentiveness, lackof motivation,

no kindergarten attendance, slow (learning), and physical problems. In-

attentiveness was cited most frequently in the Poorly category of the

second interview. Lack of motivation was most frequently cited in the

Poorly category of the first and third interviews. Slow learning an4

physical problems were mentioned most frequently in the third interview of

the Poorly category., No kindergarten attendance was nentioned infrequently.

There were six types of inferences which were common to ail three

categories in the Personality division. These were quiet, well adjusted,

needs adjustment, talks a lot, needs confidence, and. immature`. Quiet was

mentioned most frequently in the Well category of the thi.rd interview.

Talks a lot was mentioned most frequently in the Average category of the

second interview. Immature was mentioned Most frequently in the Poorly

category of the first and second interview. Needs adjUstment and needs

confidence were mentioned infrequently.

Discussion

The pattern of results' can best be seeci in light of the time of year

and the context of personal and environmental forces. Personal forces

in the teachers' inferences can be found in most of the inferences in the

School and Personality division of the Well and Average categories. In-
.

ferences in the School division which reflect personal forces include

the degree of activity, motivation, quality of work, interest in school

22
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activities, liking school, and improving. Inferences reflecting personal

forces in the Personality divition include quiet, well adjusted, needs

adjusting, talks a lot, needs confidence, and likes to play. All of

these inferences attribute,responsibilitylhe student. Environmental

forces predominated in the teachers' inferences classified. Ln the Home

division of 1111 three categories., Environmental forces also predominated

inferences in the Poorly category. These included presence or absence

of kindergarten, physical problems, specific ,reading problems, low (learn-

ing.), and ir-i-i5-ttentive in the School division; and mature and immature in

the Personality division. These inferences attribute responsibility to

forces,which are beyond the student's control.

Total number of inferences

4

When the total number of inferences made in each interview section are

comparyd,Ahere is a significant increase in the number of inferences from

the first to the third interviews. One POssible explanation may be the

teachers' hesitancy to talk about these relationships with a stranger so

early in the year It is also ssible that the teachers are waiting to

become better acquaintedswith their students before making inferences about

them. If this is true and Causal inferences are the basis for expectations,

it is likely that first grade teaChers' expectations do not crystalize

-untir later in, the year.

In terms of the total number of inferences within each interview, the

only significant finding occurred in the second interview. -Here, the

teachers made more inferences about students they perceived as average.
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(f
*ft

Apparently, the teachers found it easier toimake inferencesabout

students they perceiVed as average four'to six weeks after school started.
`WI

This could be due to a greater amount of experiende with students per-

ceived as average. 'A more plausible explanation maybe due to the teachers'

hesitancy to
7

overestimate or underestimate the students',abilities early

in the school year.

When the total number of inferences in each category were compared,
7

the greatest number of inferences-were made in the Well.category. When

the categories were considered across interviews, significant results

were found only in the Well category. The largest number of inferences

in the Well category occurred in the third interview. When these results

are taken together with the number of irife-ences within each interview,

it appears that teachers initially make more inferences about students

they.perceive as average;,however, as the year progresses, their attention

is increasingly drain to .the ,top students jn the class.

4

On the basis of .these results, it appears that teachers prefer making

favorable inferences,a1;out their students' progress. The students doing

well would respond more favorably to the teacher's questions and assign-

ments,leading teachers to expect superior performance in the future.

addition to responding favorably, the students pefteived to be doing well

are likely to possess social and personality characteristics such as

quiet, mature, and neat. .Since the teachers expect superior` performance

in the future, they would be less hesitant to make inferences about these

students. Students perceived to be doing average and poorly would not
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possess favorable characteristics to the same degree as students doing

well. In addition, students doing average or pow-1y' in school- would

possess characteristics such as physical problems, slow, inattentive, and

immature which would lead the teachers to expect ave-age or poor per-

fonmance. Since the teachers expect less than-superior 'performance in

the-future, they may be more hesitant and less willing to ma

about these students.

e inferences

The element of social desirability may also have entered into the
7'

teachers' infer44Qfs. The teachers may have been making an effo2Kto

present 'a favorable impression to the interviewer, espec,ielly at the be-
. 14

-0

ginning of the year. This may have p duced some hesitancy in the teachers

making inferences about students, whose performance was poor. Social desi-

rability may also have provided some impetus for making inferences about

students who were doing well.

V

Sex differences

While not all the results are significant, the pattern of results

for bays and girls is interesting. The results indicate that teachers

tended to make more favorable inferences about girls than boys as the

year progressed. At the beginning of the year, teachers did not appear

%

to favor either sex; however as the year progressed, favorable inferences -,,

tended to be made about girls and unf orable inferences-tended to bea

1(

made about boy. The differences became more pronounced as the teachers

became better ac uainted with their students.
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Although there was only one significant difference favoring girls'

in the Well category, several other divisions also favored girls. The

,Well category,compared to the other two categories, was characterized

by favorable inferences. The significant difference was
.

in the Personality

division of the second interview. 'Other divisions, while not significant,

which followed this rend were the School division in the first interview,

the-Home and School divisions of the second interview, and all three

divisions in the third interview.

This pattern was r rsed in the Average and Poorly categories.

These two categor4 wer haracterized by unfavorable infer:ences.

the Average category, there-kere four 'sign' 'cant differences favoring

boys. These differences were significa t in the School and Personality

divisions of the second-and third interviews. In the Poorly-category,

there were three significant differences favoring boys. Theseldifferences

were in the School division of the second interview and the School and

Personality divisions of the third injerviei. Other diff renc s favoring

boys in the Poorly category while not significant, re in he School

and Personality divisions of the first intervie and the Personality

division of the second interview.

The differences in inf rences about girls and boys is not sur-4

prising. Girls are typically ewed more favdrably than boys, especially

in the lower grades,. As result of training at home A Alues held in

the sckool: girls d it much easier to adjust to school. At home girls

are raised o be more docile,- sedate, conforming to social expectations,

and restraining over physical aggression. In the classroom, female

26
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values such as obedience, decorum, and control of aggressiveness prevail

(Ausubel and Robinson, 1969). Girls are more obedient to adults and tend

to conform to directives from parents and teachers more readily than

boy;(Ylaccoby and JacMin, 1974). In terms of academic performance,

girlsoutpeArm boys in measures of reading performance in first grade

(Maccoby, 1966; Ausubel and Robinsoh(969; Maccoby and Jacklin, 1974).

,It is not surprising that girls receive more approval from teachers than

boys.

Percentage of teachers who made inferences

The percentage of teachers who made inferences in each of the divi-
,

ions illustrates -he patterns of attribution of responsibility to per-
.

sonal and environmental forces. 'T _teachers tended to attribute respon-.

sibility to personal forces in all three categories; however, this ten-

dency decreaSed somewhat in the Poorly category where attribution of causal-

'ity to environmental forces increased as the year progressed.

In al three categories, a greater percentage of teachers made no

inferencesjn the Home ,division.' The only instances where these results

were not significant were in-the Well categOry ih the third interview

for bbys and girls considered together and separately and in the Poorly

category.in the second interview for boys, and girls considered together

and girls considered separately. In these cases, while not significant,

the results followed the same trend. . Apparently,the teachers are more_ .-

A ,

concerned with events which occur in the school. Similar resu)ts were

foundA)y-Glass-(1-96-74_stwliinalacIors ism teacher st perceptions of studen-s.
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He found teachers to be primarily concerned with behavior which occurs

in school.

Teachers in the Well category tended to attribute responsibility

to personal forces within the studept to account for high achievement.
-at

Large and significant percentages of the teachers consistently made one

or more inferences in the School and Personality divisions which most

heavily reflected personal forces. Investigation of individual inferences

in the Well category lend support to this observation. A number of in-

-ferences reflecting personal causality in the Well category were men-

tioned by a sizeable percentage of teachers. Quality of work, which

was in the School division of both the Well and Average categories was

'mentioned by a greater percentage of teachers in the Well category. Other

inferences mentioned frequently by the teachers in the School division

of the Well category included improving, independence, and paying atten-

tion. Inferences in the Personality division mentioned frequently in-

cluded quiet, well adjusted, well behaved, and neat appearance.

Teachers did not totally attribute causality to personal forces

in the Well category. Performance was also attributed-to environmental

forces in some inferences. In the School division, attendance in kinder-

garten and intelligence were frequently mentioned. Maturity was mentioned

frequently in the Personality division. These inferences reflect posi-

tive benefits due to environmental forces.

In the Average category, teachers tended to,attribute causality to

personal forces; however, the results are not as consistent as in the Well

28
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, .

category. A significantly greater percentage of teach6rs,made one

more inferences in the School and Personality categc?rinth

and third interviews. This was notfheCase fn the first

and

rview,

where.there was a significantly greatdr percents f teachers who made

_iAaroxlone or more inferen ces_ n the School division for boys considered

separately.

The significant results in the second interview iniiicate that the

teachers are becoming more sensitive to both the school\and personality

chvacteristics of their stkients as they become mole acquainted with them.

After four to six weeks, the teachers will have learned more about their

students. As a result, they would be more likely to make inferences

based on both school and personality characteristics. The results of the

third interview add support to this conclusion. The third interview was

conducted in the middle of the school year. By this time, then teachers

had time to become well acquainted with their students. With increased

familiaity, the teachers would be likely to make inferences based on both

school and personality characteristics.

In terms of personal and environmental forces, the teachers tended

to base their inferences more heavily on personal forces. In the School

division, inferences mentioned .freqUently reflecting personal forces in-

cluded motivated, does good work, and improving. The only frequently

mentioned inference reflecting environmental forces was physical problems

in.the School division., This inference was not mentioned in the Well

category. Unlike the :inferences reflecting environmental forces in the

Well category, physical problems indicate detrimental effects due to

environmental'forces. In the Personality division, the only inferences

29
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mentioned frequently were quiet and well adjusted, bo of which reflec-

ted personal forces within the student.

Although the teaches in the oorly category attributed causality
J"

to personal forces, epee of increased attribution of causal-

ity to environmental forces. The, percentage'of teatbecs making one or

more inferences also increased as the year progressed. Unlike the-School

and Personality division of the Well and Average categories, many of the

inferences mentioned frequently in these divisions of the,Podrly cate-

gory reflect environmental forces. Infthese.divisions, there were RO in-
.

stances in the first interview and only three instances in the second

interview where a significantly greater percentage of teachers made'One

or more inferences. This may be due to hes'tancy on the'part of the

teachers to make inferences of failure early in the year. In the t

interview, coriducted in the middle of the school ye ere were large

and significant percentages of teache made one qc more inferences.

By'this time,'the teacher ad ample time to become acquSinted with their

students and f impressions of them. Inferences mentioned frequently

in Ifie third interview reflecting.personal forces were poor work, not

learning,to read, 'improv ing, and lacks motivation. Only one of these

inferences, roving, vas positive in nature. Frequently mentioned in-

ference'reflectin vironmental forces were slow, physical problems,

and inattentive.

Some support for the te'acherst tendency to attribute causality to

-
environmental forces for poor pe'rfiormanCe come-S-from Beckman (103). She
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led pairs of teachers and observers to believe the teachers were parti-
,

cipating in a' series of three teachindtasks. The teachers were instruc-
.

ted to teach a fictitious student behind a one-way mirror. She then

manipulated the "student's" performance. Nearly all of the teachers who

were told that the student's performance was low in all three tasks did

not take responsibility for the child's performance and instead attri--

buted causality to the environment. When performance decreased from the

fir4st"tv.the third task, the teachers equally accepted responsibility

and placed responsibility on the environment: However,,few teachers cited

persgal forces of studen't. Brandt, Hayden, and.BrojAy (1975) ok167-

tained similar results using's paradigm resembling Beckman's (1973). In

the Brandt, et al. (1975) study, there also was one teacher and one

,f
fictitious student; howeyer, there was no observer. They found that the

40,

teachers of successful "students" accepted more credit for success thanc

the teachers o-1 unsuccessful "students."

In the presentstidy, the teachers tended not to take either credit

or blame for the restudents' performance. There was an increase in attri-
1,

bution of causalit-t©;environmental forCes in the Poorly category; how-

ever there was still a tendency to also cite personal forces of the student.

Differences in the setting for each study may account for the discre-

pansy between results. Both Beckman (1973) and Brandt, et al. (1975) used

a fictitious student in a laboratory setting. The present study was con-

ducted using interviews of teachers in realistic settings where a face-

to-face interaction can take place. In the classroom, the teacher may be .

More inclined to credit the student when she has had a chance'to interact
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with him. Likewise, if a student is failing, the teache.may not be

as lily tOtlame the student when he is failing.,

Ames (1975) found similar results when. the teachers were able to

interact with their students. Each subject was instructed to teach a
a

'short lesson to a student (confederate) in a laboratory setting. Al-

though his.study was conducted in a laboratory, each teacher was able to

interact'with the student. The teachers &,1 his study credited the student

for success and they accepted responsibility for his failure. The in-

teraction between the student and teacher in the Ames (1975) study may

account for the teachers not bEaming the unsuccessful students for-their

performance. The results of the present study indicate that in the class-

room, the teachers refrain not only from blaming the studerits,but also

from crediting themselves when their students are successful.

I-

Conclusions

The present study sought to determine the types of causal inferences

made by first grade teachers. In terms of personal and environmental forces

teachers tended to make inferences 'reflecting personal causality for stu-

dents perceived as doing well or average. Causal- inferences for students

perceived to be -doing poorly in school also reflected personal causal

however, as the year progressed, causality was increasingly attribu

to environmental forces.

The first grade teachers in this study preferred attributing success

to personal forces within the child and attributing failure to environmental

4
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forces. They did not tend to take either credit or blame for their

students' performahce. If a student was doing well or at least average,

the teacher credited the performance to the student's own abilities

rather than to forces which were beypd the student's control. If a

stAent was doing poorly, the teacher tended.to blame poor performance

on forces which we r e beyond the student's control, holding him less

responsible for his performance in school. The tendency to cite environ-

mental forces more frequently in the Poorly category indicated the teachers

were willing to give credit to, the student's - abilities when he does well.

or average and not blame him when his performance is poor.

The pattern of causal inferences indicates that first grade teachers'

expectations differentially reflect perponal and environmental forces.

Expectations of students who are ,doing well or average in school will re-

flect personal forces more heavily,while expectations of students whose

performance is p00%will.be based more on environmental forces., If a.

teacher expects a student to do well or average in first grade, these

expectations will be Based on qhasafiteristics which the teacher believes

the student can control. Expectations of students vose performance is

poor will be based more heavily on factors-which are beyond the student's

control.

The time of year may also be important in the formation of the tea-

cher's expectations in first grade. Based on the number of causal in-

ferences m e at each point during the yearoexpectations of academic

performance may not crystalize until later' in the.year, especially for

33
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average or poor students. This may bedue'to the teachers' readiness

to recognize superior performance and a hesitancy to label a student as

average or poor. As the year progresses, the teacher's initial inferences

will either be confirmed or disproved. If confirmed, these inferences are

reinforced and manifested as expectations. If disproved, depending on

the teacher, these inferences will be revised or rationalized. If the

teacher's perceptions of her student's are flexible, she will revise her

inferences to more accurately reflect reality and as a result her expec-

tations will change. If her perceptiohs are rigid, she will. either dis-

re0rd errors -in her inferences or look fdr justification elsewhere, re-

suiting in stereotypical expectations. ,

F
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TABLE r

al Number of Inferences Across Int views

= .001

2

N = 2321

3

533

.

841

. .

947

,Total Number of Inferences Across Categories

= .001

1 2

N = 2321

907
. .794 . 620

7
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'TABLE 2

Total tNumber of Inferences Total Number of Inferences
Within Interviews and Across Across Interview and Within

Categories Categories

Interview 1

P = N = 533

W A

H 18.00 21.00 10.00

S 131.00 78.00 53.00

P 113.00 -60.00 49.00

Well

p. = .0516

1

N = 907

2 3

H 18.00 17.00 40.00

S 131.00 164.00 183.00

cP, 113.00 11(0.00 131.00

Interview 2 Average

* k = .0373 N = 841 2 = .5252 N = 794 .

W A P

11 17.00 32,00 30.00

S. 164.0 -183.00 121.00

P 110.00 .]17.00 67.I

Interview 3

=..6581 11-= 947

1

H 21.00

S 78.00

t 60.00

2 3
.....-

32.00 31.00

183.00- 172.00

117.00 100.00

Poorly

= .1242 N f 620

W A 1 2 3

H 40.00 31.00. 31.06 .H 10.00, 30.00 31.00

.S .183.00 172.00 165.00 S 53.00 12100 165.00

P )131.00 100,00 94.00 P 49.00 67.00 94.00

1
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TABLE 3

SEX DIFFERENCES IN EACH DIVISION

Well Average

M-F M-F

1H t..8089* N=18 IH 2:=1.00 N=21
---

M F

10.00 8.00 11.00 10.00

Poorly
M-F

1H p =100 N=I0

1(
5'

F

5.00 5.00

IS 2=.3865 N=1,31 IS 2=.7340 N=78 1S 2..4152 N=53

M ,F M F M F

60.00 71.00 37.00 41.00 30.00 23.00

IP 2=1.00 N=113 1P 2=.7008 N=60' 1P r.1495 N=49

M F M F M F/
57.00 56.00 r 32.00 28.00 30.00 19.00

2H 2...3336 N=17 2H 2=.854 0 110-32 2H 2..3645 N*30

M F M F M F

6.00 11.00 - 17.00 15.00 12.00 18.00

2S 2=.1813 N=164 2S 2=.0079 N=183 2S 2=.0275 N=121,

M F ** M F * M F

73.00 91.00 f. 110.00 73.00 73.00.48.00

po

'2P 2=.0268 N=110 2P 2=.0056 N=87 2P1,21f.4706 N=67

* M F ** M F M ,F

43.00, 67.00 57.00 30.00 37.00 30.00 .

J IP

3H E= .2678 N=40 3H .2.=,2811 N=31 3H 2=1.00.-6t =31

M F

16.00 24.00

W F

12.00 19.00 ,

, M F

15.00 16.00

'

.

3S 2=.3014 ,N=1(3 3S 2=.0256 N=172 3S 2f.0082 N =165

M F * M F ** M F. L

84.00 99.00 Ipa.00 71.00 100.00 65.00
,,

3P 2=.4919 N=131 3P 2=.0473 ..4194 3P 42.0473 394"

M F * M F l' M- F

. .
.

)
61.00 70.00 57.00 37.00 57.00 37.00

,/ p < .os
/

< .01
11
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Teacher Inference Coding Instrument

The Teacher InferenceNcoding Instrument is designed to record in-'

ferences made by teachers regardimg their students' academic performance.

Ah inference is a statement made by the+etacher which reflects a cause arld

eVect relationship. The conclusions of the teachers' inferences are re-

presented by the three categories of inferences: Well, Average, and

Poorly.ach of these categories refer to the student' academic perfor-

mance. Within each category, there are three divisions: Home, School,

'',and Personality. Each division contains various types of premises which

share a common source. For example if-a premise is related to the student's

home life, it is included in the Home division.,
c--\1-

Only students who are not repeating ii-Ft-t-gc=a44,are coded for the
.---

presence or absence of causal inferences. Inferences concerning repeating

dents are not included. Non-repeating students are identified by the ,

presence of a three digit identificaon number by their names. Repeating

students can be identified by the absence of a three digit identification

number by their names.

Each,coding sheet is designed to be used for one teacher in one set

of interviews. The teacher's number is to be entered in the space labeled

Teacher no. on the right hand side of the page. The set number, indicating

which interview set is being coded, is to be entered in the space labeled

Set no. on the right hand side of the page, next to Teacher no.

To record an inference, a check mark should be placed in thvappro-

priate row to describe the type of inference made by the teacher. If the

inference is made about a boy, the check should be placed in the column
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labeled M. If the inferehce is made about a girl, the column labeled

F should be checked. The purpose"-of these columns is to indicate the

presence or absence of a listed inference.

At the end of each division, there is,a row labeled Total no. of

inferences. This row is used,to indicate the total number of inferences

mentioned by the teacher which are applicable to each division. The total

number of inferences includes the total number of times the teacher men-'

tioned inferences listed in the division plus 'the total number of infer-

ences which apply to the division but are not listed on fhe coding sheet.

The total number of inferences' in the division made al!)Out boys is listed

in the column labeled M,and the total number of inferences'in the ion

.made about girls are listed in the column labeled F. A description of

each of. the types of inferencesand when each should be coded is given
4p

below.

The Well Category

An inference is included in the Well category if the conclusion of

the infererite indicates a superior performance. A superior performanceL,

can be indicated in one of two ways: in the quality of the student's work

and the student's position in relation to the rest of the class. Superior

quality of the student's'work will be indicated by phrases such as-"doing

well," "doing very well," "will do qdite well," "will do very well," will .

do, a. jbb," "wjll do a very good: job," "doing excellent'work,," "top

',score dn,the i'eadiness test;" or "will be sent to the split class." The
, .

- .

split class is a class,for advanced students. Superior performance in

terms of a student's pos fion in relation to the rest of the class will
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be indicated by phrases such as "good situdent," "excellent student,"

"top of the class," "one of the better students," "in the top (reading)

group," "in the upper (reading) group," "will be in the top (reading)

,group," "will be a top student," "may'be the best," or "will be first on

the achievement test."

Within the Well category, there are three divisions. These are

Home, School, and Personality. Each of these divisions indicate the

source of the inferences. For example, if a teacher says a student will

do well because the parents give a lot of help at home, this inference

would be coded in the Home division. The Home division includes those

inferences whiC.h are related to the student's home life. The School

division includes those inferences which are relates to work habits and

school or classroom activities. The inferences in the Personality divi-

sion,describe the student's personality and social characteristics.

Within the Home division of the Well category, there are five types

of inferences which are related to the student's home life. They are

described below.

I. Parents involved - This inference indicates that the parents are

NI,'taking an acti part in the student's education by helping the chill,'

at home. Phrases such as "parents back the school," "parents are

interested,' or "parents help at home" would be coded as Parents

involved.

2. Home problems As the phrase suggests, this Orase indicates there

are problems at home, including emotional problems. This does not

include inferences describing a broken home, a divorce, or the parents

separating. Phrases such as "home problems," "problems at home,"
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"emotional problems at home," or "has had a sad home life" would

be coded as Home problems.

3. Broken home This phrase indicates that the parents have been di-

vorced or separated.

4. Taught sibling this inference is to be coded if the teacher mentions

that she taught the student's older brother and/or sister or compares

the student to an older sibling.

5. Good background This inference indicates that the student has a good

home background. Phrases such as "good home background," "good

training at home," and "good family background" would be coded as Good

background.

The School division of the Well category contains eighteen- inferences

which are related -to work habits and school or classroom activities. They

are described below.

I. Was in K - This inference is coded if the teacher mentions that the

student attended kindergarten.

2. Active This inference is coded if the teacher mentions that the

child is active.

3. Motivated - This inference indicates that the teacher feels that the

student has motivation. Phrases such as "tries," "tries hard,"

"applies him/herself," "wants to do well," "wants to succeed," "eager,"

or "motivated" would be coded as Motivated.

4. Does good work - This inference is coded when the teacher mentions,

with detail, that the student is doing work which she feels is of

superior quality. Phases such as "good worker," "can do anything

asked of him," "reads well," "write§i-vell," and "draws well" would be
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coded here.
.

?

5. Interested This inference is to be coded when the teacher describes

the student as "interested."

I

6. Likes school This inference indicates that the student enjoys school.
r.

Phrases including "enthusiastic," "enthusiastic about school7" and

"likes school" would be coded here.

7. Improving - This inference indical4s that the student has improved.

Phrases such as "has improved," 'improving," "has shown improvement,"

"learning to read," or "has moved to the top group" would be coded

as Improving.

8. _Intelligent - This inference is coded when the teacher describes a

student with phrases such as "bright," "smart," "has ability,' or

"intelligent./

9. Independent - This inference is coded when the teacher describes the

student as "independent," or "hardly needs directions."

10. Pays attention - As the phrase indicates, this inference describes

the student who pays attention to the teacher. In addition to "pays

attention," phrases such as "follows directions," "attentive," "alert,"

"listens," and "aware" would also be coded.here.,

II. Helps others - This inference described the student who helps the other
ti

students in the room.

12. Participates - This phrase describes the student who participates in

any of the classroom activities. Phrases such as "participates,"

"responds to questions," and "contributes a lot" would be coded here.

13. Pride in work - This inference should be coded if the teacher uses

phrases such as "takes pride in his/her work."

48



tit

6

14. All around student This inference is to be coded if the teacher uses

the description "all around student."
st-*

15. T expects well - This inference is code*d if the teacher states that

she expects the student to do well.

16. Communicates :=This inference is coded if the teacher descri 'bes the

student as possessing the ability to communicate.

17. Good vocabulary - This inference is coded when the teacher states

that the student possesses a good vocabulary.

18. Good coordination This inference is coded if the student is des-

cribed as possessing good motor coordination.

Within the Personality division of the Well category, there are 16

types of inferences which describe the child's personality or social charac-,

terjstics. They are described below;

I. guiet- This inference is coded if the teacher describes the student

as "quiet," "shy," "timid," or "withdrawn."

2. 'hell adjusted - This inference indicates that the student has adjusted

fo school. Phrases such as "well adjusted," "has become adjusted,"

"happy," and "gets along with others" would be coded here.

3. Needs to adjust - This inference describes the student who, in the

teacher's estimation, has not yet adjusted to school. Phrases such

as "doesn't get along with others," and "has not adjusted to school,"

as well as "needs to adjust" would be coded here.

4. Talks a lot - As this inference indicates, the student is described

as one who talks a lot. Phrases such as "talks," "talks too much,"

as well as "talks a lot" would be coded here.
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5. Needs confidence This inference is coded if the teacher states

that the student needs confidence or lacks confidence.

6. Immature This inference is coded if the teacher states that the-

student is immature.

7. Mature - This inference is coded if the teacher states that the

student is mature.

8. Sweet - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such as

"has nice manners," "nice'disposition," "polite," and "nice" as

well as "sweet."

9. Outgoing - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such

as "outgoing," or "friendly."

10. Influential - This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrases such

as'"influential," "will be a leader," or "is a leader."

Welk behaved - As the phrase indicates, this inference describes a

. student who is well behaved. 1.n addition to "well behaved," phrases

such as "good behavior," "doesn't give the teacher trouble," and

cause a disturbance" are coded here.

12. Aggressive - This inference is coded if the teacher describes the

student as "aggressive."

13. Neat appearance - This inference is coded if the teacher comments

favorably on the student's appearance using phrases such as "neat,"

"attractive," or "dresses well."

14. Likes to play This inference is coded if the teacher uses phrase:

such as "plays," "would rather play," and "plays a lot," as well as

"likes to pray."
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and vera e categories: Nome, S'b,00l, an\ ,,arsdnality, T definitions
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,of the divisions in the Poczrly category-Ate ntical to the\Well.and .
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Average ategories. Many of tie inferences in 'IPtagrly cate 'y hale
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definiti
,

which are identical '6D -inferences'i.n the Wel-1 'aWd-,A,v
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oriesi, These will be noted in the inferences listed below.
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The Poorly category c. tains:the same three divisjo as the Well

The'f-Ime ision of the.Poorly category.cOntains seven inferences whic

are.relafed.to t student's home. They are descri,bed below.

I .' Parents mlogivecr .,-See Parents involvedi.p: 3.*

.2. Overprotected - This i erence coded rf the teadher, describes-II-Se.

r
student with phrases such as ".babied atfliame,",andepoileal!fas'well

; ,

as 'overprotected."

3. Broken horne - See Broken home, p. 4.

4.. Lacks help.at hone See Lacks help at home, p. 9.

5. Lacks background See Lacks background, p. 9.-

6. Parents not'cooperating - This inference is coded if the teacher- states

that the parents are not cooperating with the school or ignoring re-

commendations made by the teacher or the school.

7. Adopted - See Adopted, p. 9.

The School division of the Poorly category,co ains nine inferences ,

which are related to the ,student's work habits and s ho61 or clas'srbom ac-

t,

tivities. They. are descr,jbed below.

N
I: Slow See Slow, p. 10.

I

2. Not learning to read - This in rence is coded if the teacher ,stakes.

that the student has not yet learned 'to read.
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di 1§ions Xicates the source of the inference.' The names and defihi'
.

..,

ions of the divisions described in the Well category are identical for

the Average category. 'Many of the inferences in the Average category have

___--- .

definitions which are identical to inferences in the Well category. TheseON.... ) ,

will be noted in the inferences listed below.

The Homedivision of the Average category contains eight inferences

which are related to the student's home life. They are described below.

I. Parents involved See Parents involved, p. 3.

2. Home problems See Home problems, p. 3.

3. Broken home - See Broken home, p. 4.

4. Lacks help at home - This inference describes the student who is not

receiving help at home. Phrases such as "no one at home to help" and

"lacks help at home" are coded here.

5. Lacks background - This inference describes the student who the teacher

feels lacks the home background necessary for first grade. Phrases

such as "lacks background at home,",and "lacks training at home,"

as weal as "lacks background" are coded here.

6. Smart siblings - This inference is coded when the teacher compares a

student with a sibling using phrases such as "her brother was smart"

and "his sister was smart."

7. Adopted - This inference is coded if the teacher states that the stu-

dent is adopted or not living with his/her natural parents.

8. Parents not around - This inference is'coded if'the teacher states that

the student's, parents do not spend time with the child because of work

schedules or extenuating circumstances such as "the father is in

Viet Nam."
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The School division of the Average category contains eighi-een in-

feFen related to -1-1- student's work habits and school or,p
classroom activities. They ar=e deS ribed beJo

I. Was in K - See Was in K, p. 4.

2. Active - See Active, p. 4.

3. Motivated - See Motivated, p. 4.

4. Does good work - See Does good work, p. 4.

5. I nterested - See Interested p5.-

6. Likes school - See Likes school, p. 5.

7. Improving - The only difference in definition between this inference

and Improving on p. 5 is that the "has moved to middle group" would be

coded here instead of "has moved to top group."

8. Inattentive This inference describes the student who does not pay

attention during class. Phrases such as "doesn't follow directions,"

"doesn't pay attention," "short attention span," and "doesn't concen-

trate" as well as "inattentive" would be coded here.

9. Lacks motivation - As the'inference states, this inference descr4es

the student whois not motivated to do school work. Phrases such as

"needs motivation," "needs to be pushed," "doesn't want to do the work,"

"doesn't care," and "doesn't try" as well as "lacks motivation" would

be coded here.

10. No K This inference is coded if the teacher states that the student

did not atten51/r17-11Zrgarten.

II. Slow - This inference is coded if the student is described as lacking

ability to do better. Phrases such as "slow" and "lacks ability to do

better" would be coded here.

53

"*.



12. Physical problems - This inference is coded if the teacher associates

a physical problem with the student. Physical problems include des-

cript ions such as speech impediment, brain damage, or "frequently ill.

13. Work not neat This inference is coded if the teacher describes the

"studefit's, work as "not -neat," "not, neat enough," or "messy."

14. Didn't score as high as T thought = Thisa4friferene1(Ved if the .

teacher states that she expected the student to score higher than he/4

she did.

15. Finishes work This inference describes-the student who finishes his

work assignments. In addition to "fini5hes work," phrases such as

"completes the work on time," or "finishes the work promptly" would

be coded here.

16. Hasn't shown progress This inference is coded it the teacher states

that the student haS not demonstrated progress in school.

17. Specific reading problems - This inference is coded if the teacher men-

tions specific reaching problems such as "doesn't have phonics skills,"

or "doesn't know the alphabet."

18. Lacks vocabulary - This inference is coded if the teacher states that

the student lacks the vocabulary to do better work.

The Personality division of the Average category contains eight in-

ferences which describe the child's personality or *social characteristics.

They w-e described below.

1. Quiet 1. See Quiet, p. 6.

2. Well adjusted See Well adjusted, p. 6.

3. Needs to adjust - See Needs to adjust, 'p. 6.

4. Talks a lot - See Talks a lot, p. 6.
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5. Needs confidence - In addition to'thedefiniticn,for Needs confidence

. -

%.,
on p. 7, phrases such as "lacked confidence in the top%group" would

.

be coded here.

6. .Immnture.- See Immature, p. 7.

7. GainThq confldence - Thil inference is coded if the hers states

that the student is gaining confidence or has gained confidence.

8. Hasn't found self - This inference it coded if the teacher'.states that.

the student has not found him/herself or does not kno.W."what schooF is

all about."

The Poor ly ategory ,

An inference is included in the Poorly category if tha outcome of the

inference indicates a poor performance. Poor performance can be indicated

in one of three ways: predittion of failure, 'the student's. position in

relation to the rest of the class, and the quality of his work. Phrases,

which predict failure include "the student will fail," "will have to re-

peat First grade," "willshave difficulties doing, first grade work," "not

ready for first grade," and "won't make second grade." Descriptions of

the student's position in relation to the rest of the class include "in

the bottom group," "in the low group," "moved from the middle to the lowest

group," "at the bottom of the class," "far behind the est," and "slower

than the rest," Phrases, describing the quality of the student's work

include "having difficulty academically," "low score," "score D (or E).

on the readiness test," "will be a low achiever," and "in the special

reading class."
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and very e Home, S'cboo1,bA ersdrra I itv
,t

13'

aS the Well

definitions

,of the divisions in the Poqr ly categor --Are nt i ca I to the Wel band .

Average ategor i es . Many of t e inferences in rly cate
-

def i nit isp\ which are identical nferences in t he Wel.1 a?ctl:hy

or es These will be noted in the inferences
1 i sted below.

The'14 6 e i s i on of the ,Poor ly category, ccinta ins seven inferences whic

are related t student's home. They are descr C,bed below.

1. Parents trflk I ved" -See Parents involved;p: 3.

2. Overprotected - This i erence 'rs coded if the teadher, describes,Itie
,,

r
student with phrases such as "babied at ihome,", and; "pcf) i I e'd"gy as wel 1

as '"overprotected."

3. Broken home - See Broken home, p. 4.

4_ Lacks help - at home - See i_Cks help at home, p. 9.
f

5. Lacks background See Lacks background, p. 9.,

6. Parents not cooperating - This inference is coded if the teacher states

that the parents are not cooperating with the school or ignoring re-

commendations made by the teacher or the schobl.

7. Adopted See Adopted, p. 9.

The School division of the Poorly category co \ains nine inferences

which are related to the .student's work habits and sl hocil or clas'sroom

)

tivitie. They, are described below.

I: Slow - See Slow, p. 10.

2. Not learning to read 7 This inference is coded if the teacher states

that the student has not yet learned to read.
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3. Motivated See Motivated, p. 4.

4. lor, is poor This inference indicates that the teacher feels the

student' work in class is poor. Phrases Such as udoe'sn.'t do the

work,.!',."doesn't complete the work," "poor reader," and "can't inter-

pret p iCtures" as well 'as "work I s poor" would be coded here.

5: Physical problems --See Physical problems, p.

6.' Improving = The oaly difference. in definition between this inference

and Improving on p.. 5 is ,that this inference does not include phrases

which refer to promotions in gi-oup status:

_7. Inattentt-ive See ,Inat entive, p: 10.

8'. Lacks .motivation - See Lacks motivation,

9. No K See No K., p. 10.

The Personality division of the VOor I y category contains el even ih-
,

ferences which are related to the student's personal ity or social charac-
,.

teristics. They are described below.

I. Quiet - See Quiet, p. 6.

.2. Well adjusted See Wel.' adjusted, p. 6.

3. Needs to adjust See Needs to adjust, p.

. 4. Ta I fi-§-a-1-4+-z.,.. See Talks a lot, p. 6.

5. Needs \conf idence See Needs confidence, p. 7.

6.. Immature See Immature, p. 7.

7. Poor conduct - This inference describes` the student who, in the teacher's

estimation is a behavior problem. Phrases such as "gets in trouble,"

"discipline problems," and "trouble.maker" as:welj as "poor conduct ,"

,arid "behavior, .problems" would be coded here.
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8. Likes to play" - See Likes to play 4 p. 7

9. Hasn't sett led down This inference is coded. if the teacher states

t hat the student has not settled down or needs to settle down.

10. Stubborn - This inference is coded if the teacher- desert bes the

Vtuderlt as stu bporn.

1 1: Needs affection - This inference is coded if the teacher states that

the student" needs or demands affection from the teacher.

.r`
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